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BLOCK 13. ABSTRACT (continued)

Few significant differences emerged from the analyses of personal and
family stress and adaptation of soldiers across family patterns. Significant
differences, however, were apparent in the demographic characteristics associated
with these family patterns; these differences may account for most of the varia-
tions by family pattern. For example, younger, junior enlisted soldiers tended
to experience more stress and have more difficulty adapting, irrespective of
their type of family arrangement. Likewise, male soldiers tended to have weaker
social support networks than female soldiers across all family patterns. One
relatively consistent difference across family patterns, however, was the some-
what higher levels of stress and lower levels of coping among single parent
males. This group of soldiers had the most consistent problems with work and
family stress and adaptation. Female single parent soldiers, in contrast, had
fewer problems and their experiences were more likely to mirror Chose of married
soldiers.

The findings from this research will facilitate the work of military service
providers, trainers, leaders, and manpower personnel. Specific recommendations
are offered to expand support program efforts to Army married and single parent
families, offer more informal support to families through unit and community sup-
port organizations, increase the training given to service providers and unit
leaders on family-related issues, and conduct further, more intensive research
on the special needs of eah type of family pattern.
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The Army Family Research Program (AFRP) is a 5-year integrated research program that
began in November of 1986 in response to research mandates in the CSA White Paper, 1983:
The Army Family and the subsequent annual Army Family Action Plans. The objective of the
research was to (1) determine the demographic characteristics of Army families, (2) identify ways
to improve family adaptation to Army life, (3) increase the Army sense of community and
partnership, (4) increase family support for retention, and (5) demonstrate which family factors
impact on individual and unit readiness.

This report focused on four family patterns in the Army: civilian wife marriages, civilian
husband marriages, dual military marriages, and single parenthood. The analyses showed that
differences in soldier characteristics associated with these different family patterns were more
important in understanding how soldiers and families adapted than the patterns themselves. For
example, younger, junior enlisted soldiers tended to experience mores stress and have more
difficulty adapting, irrespective of their type of family arrangement. Likewise, male soldiers
tended to have weaker social support networks than female soldiers across all family patterns.

The results of this research were briefed to scientists at the U.S. Army Research Institute
for the Behavioral and Social Sciences and interested Army representatives on 28 June 1991.
These findings will be helpful to Army family program managers as they move to streamline the
service delivery system in the continuing effort to downsize the force.

This research was conducted under a Letter of Agreement between ARI and the U.S.
Army Community and Family Support. Center (CFSC) entitled "Sponsorship of ARI Army Family
Research" dated 18 December 1986, which made CFSC the sponsor of the research. The work
was done by the Leadership and Organizational Change Technical Area of the Manpower and
Personnel Research Division of ARI with the assistance of the Researcn Triangle Institute, Caliber
Associates, HumRRO, and Decision Science Consortium, Inc.

EDGAR J4 SON
Acting Director
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FAMILY PATTERNS AND ADAPTATION IN THE U.S. ARMY

..CIJ.IVE_•U MMARY -_ _ __- _______

Requirement:

The research supports the Army Family Action Plans by providing data and analysis on
soldiers who are living in one of four family patterns: civilian wife marriages, civilian husband
marriages, dual military marriages, and single parenthood. This is the first major investigation
comparing the stresses, strengths, and adaptation of soldiers in each of these types of family
relationships. It supports the nee'd for data on how to assist soldiers, in making successful
adjustments to military demands.

Procedure:

The data were collected from a random sample of 11,035 soldiers in 1989. The analysis
w. s corducted on 7,524 married and single parent soldiers in the sample. Civilian spouse
marriages were examined, whether the spouse was co-located with the soldier or not Dual
military marriages included those in which both partners were on active duty, and single parents
included nonmarried soldiers who had custody of children living in their households. Final
analyses compared soldiers across gender and pay grades on the following variables: work stress,
family stress, psychological strengths, marriage and family strengths, social and community
resources, leadership support, coping and adjusrnent, and Army-family fit.

Findings:

Few significant differences eme:ged from the analysis of personal and family stress and
adaptation among soldiers across family patterns. Significant ditferences, however, were apparent
in the demographic characteristics that were associated with these family patterns; these
differences may account foý" most of the variations by family pattern. For example, younger,
junior enlisted soldiers tended to experience more stress and have more difficulty adapting,
irrespective of their type of family arrangement. Likewise, male soldiers tended to have weaker
social support networks than female soldiers across a!l family patterns. One relatively consistent
difference across family patterns, however, was the somewhat higher levels of stcess and lower
levels of coping among single parent males. This greup of soldiers had the most consistent
prorlems with work and family stress and adaptation. Female single parent soldiers, in contrast,
had fewer problems and their experiences were more likely to mirror those of married soldiers

Vii



Utilization of Findings:

The firdings from this research will facilitate the work of military service providers,
trainers, leaders, and manpower personnel. Specific recommendations are offered to expand
support programs to Army married and singie parent families, offer mort informal support to
families through unit and community support organizations, increase training given to serrice
providers and unit leaders on family-re!ated issues, and conduct further, more intensive, research
on the special needs of each family pattern type.
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FAMILY PATTERNS AN[ ADAPTATION IN THE U.S. ARMY

INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Army today is a mosaic of family pattern types. The advent of the all-
volunteer force in the 1970s; the increase in the number of active-duty women; societal
trends in divorce, single parenthood, remarriage and childlessness; and less traditional
gender role norms and behavior among both men and women have all contributed to
this mosaic. Despite greater diversity in family patterns in the U.S. Army today, little
information is available thaw yields a comparative profile of these family types. Based
on survey data that were collected from soldiers as part of the Army Family Research
Program (AFRP), this report provides a comparative demographic profile and family
adaptation analysis of soldiers across several prominent family pattern types. Four
family pattern types are defined that together comprise about three-quarters of the
Army community: civilian wife mariao,.s, civilian husband marriages, dual military
marriages, and single parent householt.

Objectives

Two major objectives frame this report. The first is to present a demographic
profile of soldiers across the respective family pditterri types. The second is to
determine variations in the level of stressors, adaptive resources, and family
adaptation outcomes of soldiers across the respective family pattern types. Its intent
is to build upon earlier reports by Bowen (1989a, 1990), Orthner and Bowen (1990),
and Orthner, Zimmerman, Bowen, Gaddy, and Bell (1991) that have focused on
defining, modeling, and studying the adaptation of soldiers to life in the U.S. Army.
The analyses in this report represent more descriptive theoretical models of family
adaptation in the Army in anticipation of further detailed modeling and statistical
analysis using data from the AFRP survey.

Each of the family pattern types for soldiers that are identified above have
received separate attention in the literature (Bowen & Neenan, 1989; Bowen &
Orthner, 1986; Janofsky, 1989; McCubbin & Patterson, 1983b; Neenan, 1989). Yet,
with the exception of the Families-in-Blue studies in the U.S. Air Force (Orthner,
1980; Orthncr & Bowen, 1992) and recent analysis by Bowen (1989a) of the Army
subsample of the 1985 DoD Worldwide Survey of Officer and Enlisted Personnel,
there have been limited subgroup comparisons of soldiers across family types. Such a
comparative analysis by family type provides an important "yardstick" for interpreting
data on any single group. Jt has rich potentiai for assisting Army service providers,
education add training specialists, commanders and supervisors, and manpower
personnel in better understanding the profile and support needs of soldiers in different
family configutrations.



Definitions

Based on the work of Bowen (1989b, 1990), Orthner and Bowen (1990),
Orthner, Zirnrneruian, Bowen, Gaddy, and Bell (1991), McCubbin and Patterson
(1983a, 1983b), and McCubbip and McCubbin (1997), the following definitions of
str' ssois, adaptive resources, and family adaptation were employed for purposes of
the present research. Stressors were defined as demands or situadons that have the
potential to influence the functioning and interpersonal reladonships of the indiv, iuai.
These stressors may exist on the individual level, on the interpersonal level, or in the
relationship between individuals and the external systems in which they operate, such
as the work environment. Adaptive resources were defined as those capabilities,
assets, and informal and formal supports from which the individual may rely and draw
upon for meeting personal and relationship needs and demands from one's
environment. A multidimensional concept, adaptive resources were conceptualized on
five levels: (a) psychological, (b) relational, (c) family, (d) community, and (e) Army.
Family adaptation to the Army was defined as the individuals' level of success in
coping with their work and family demands and the sense of mutual support,
commitment, and shared purpose that they and their families feel with the Army
institution.

Source of Data

Collected as part of the Army Research Institute's Army Family Research
Program, the AFRP data are based on a stratified probability sample of soldiers
worldwide who completed a written questionnaire during the period from late February
through early December 1989. Of the 11,035 soldiers that completed a usable
questionnaire, 7,524 were used in the present analysis. Each was a member of one of
four family pattern types: civilian wife marriages (n = 6051), civilian husband
marriages (n = 317), dual military marriages (n = 918), or single parent households (n
= 238). Single soldiers without dependent children in the household and warrant
officers were omnitted from the analysis. Additional details on the sample diesign,
instrument deve.wopment and data collecti3n are discussed in Appendix A.

Sample Profile

Table 1 contains the unweighted sample size profile for all groups in the
analysis. It is further broken lown by rank/pay grade for all groups, and by gender for
dual military and single parent soldiers. Because of the larger samples of soldiers
married to -.vilian wives, a more refined rank/pay grade is provided in breakdowns
involving these subgroups.



T ablc I

Family Type No. of Soldiers

Civilian Wife (Total) (6C51)
Junior 'nlisted (PVT to CPL) 2015
Mid Enlisted (SGT to SSG) i318
Senior Enlisted (SFC to SGM)' 433
Company Grade Officer (2LT to CPT) 1065
Field Grade Officer (MAJ to COL) 1160

Civilian H1usband (Total) (317)
Junior Enlisted (PVT to CPL) 113
Mid/Senior Enlisted 'SGT to SGM) 110
Officer (2LT to COL) 94

Dual Militamy (Total) (911,)
Male 418
Female 500

Junior Enlisted (PVT to CPL) 373
Mid/Senior Enlisted (SGT to SGM) 268
Officer (2LT to COL) 277

Single Parent (Total) (238)
Male 94
Female 144

Junior Enlisted (PVT to CPL) 105
Mid/Senior Enlisted (SGT to SGM) 102
Office; (2LT to COL) 31

Data Anaiysis and Limitati •ns

Crosstabulations were used to compare the respective family pattern
subgroups across a number of demographic variables and family adaptation indicator,,.
For purposes of analysis, the responses of soldiers were weighted to better represent
the Army as a whole. The SUDAAN Procedure for Descriptive Statistics (Shah,
LaVange, Barnwell, Killinger, & Wheeless, 1989), a statistical software package
which allhws fom the weightir;g and analys of data from P. mnulti-stage cluster
sampling design, was usesI in rbe analysis to compute proportions and
crossiabulations and their associated variance estimates,

3



Tn relationships between famil", pa'tern type and both demographic and filmily
adaptation indicators were further examined within gender and rankQ'pay grade
subgroups. To promote parsimony in the data analysis and to ensure that the analysis
was relevant to Army policy and program objectives, the demographic profile analysis
of soldiers within family pattern type and rarn/pay grade combinations was restricted
to three clusters of variables for rnaxried soldiers (marital life profile, spouse profile,
and children) and two clusters of variables for single parents (single life profile and
children). Because of sample size restrictions among soldiers in zivilian husband
marriages, dual military mariiages, and single parent households, only a three
category rank/pay g variable was used in examining relationships between family
.)attern types and f idaptaiion indicators within rank/pay grade: Junior Enlisted,
Mid/Senior Enliste, Officer. However, due to sample size restrictions (n=3 1), no
comparisons invol, gk. parent officers are drawr:. Because of the more
descriptive nature t. V lii emographic arnalysis compared to the analysis of stressors,
adaptive resources, a t:, laptation ot.tcomes, a more refined rank/'pay grade
breakdown is used C',:' diers with civilian wives in examining the relationships
b-etween family pat :•!: pe and demographic parameters than between family pattern
types and family ad,,ý.w in indicators: Junior Enlisted, Mid Enlisted, Senior Enlisted,
Company Grade Ot'fi., Aid Field Grade Officer.

The associai etween criterion variables and the independent vatiabie,
family pattern type, tested for statistical significance using the chi-square
statisdc. Yet, beca,, the large size of the samnple and given that 4,,ý. chi-zquare
statistic increases in cc ,t proportion to increases in sample size, actual percentage
differences between g.oups were examined for meaningful significance using szandard
error estimates of the difference between proportions involving two independent
groups of given sample sizes (see Appendix B). As a rule of thumb, differences
between groups of le',s than .0 percentage points are interpreted cautiously.

4



FINDINGS

A Comparative Profile by Fpmily Pattern

Single parent and dual military soldiers were nearly evenly split into male and
fenma subgroups. The data in Table 2 show that maies comprised slightly more than
one-half of sample dual military soldiers (54%), while females encompassed a greater
propordion of sample single parent soldiers (57%).

The. vast maioriV of soldiers across the family pattern subgroups was 35 years
old and under, ranging from a low of 76 percent for snldiers in civiiian wife marriages to
a high of 88 percent for soldiers iii dual military marriages. However, compared to
soldiers marred to civilian wives (36%) or husbands (35%), a larger proportion of
soldiers in dual military marriages (48%) and soldiers in single parent households
(45%) was in the youngest age category: 18 to 26 years of age. A particularly large
proportion of female soldiers in dual military marriages was in this 18 to 26 year old
age category (57%); cnly 40 percent of male soldiers in dual military marriages were in
this youngest age bracket.

Despite the increase in the number of Hispanic soldiers in the Army in recen:
years, the weighted profile of respondents to the survey suggests that they remain a
relatively small percentage of the force irrespective of family pattern subgroup. Fewer
than 19 percent of soldiers within each family pattern subgroup reported their
racial/ethnric group as Hispanic.

The racial/ethnic group composition of soldiers within the White and Biack
NonHispanic subgrops varied across family pattern subgroups. A larger proportion
of soldiers married to civiiian wives (63%) than soldiers in the other family patiern
subgroups reported their racial/ethnic group as White NortHispanic. More than one-
half of single pv'eitt soldiers were metrnbers of a racial/ethnic minority group, most
often Black NonHispanic (46%). Howemer, when male and female single paients were
compared, a greater proportion of maies were White NonHispanic (66% and 31%,
respectively). Just the opposite racial/ethnic group pattern was found for male and
female soldiers in dual military marriages: a greater proportion of female soldiers in
dual military marriages was White NonHispanic (55%) than their male counterparts
(46%).

5



"Table 2
Eo.Dfik. oldiers by FamiJP.Eke._ General Demographics

Family Pattern

Variable Civilian Civilian Dual Single
Wife Husband Military Parent

(n = 6051) (n = 317) (n=918) (nr=238)

Gernder
Male 100 0 54 43
Female 0 100 46 57

Age: Soldier
18-.26 36 35 48 45
27-35 40 50 40 38
36-44 21 12 12 16
45 & OUier 3 3 1 1

Racial/Ethnic Group: Soldier
White NonHispanic 63 53 50 47
Black NonHispanic 25 37 42 46
Hispanic 9 7 7 6
Other 3 4 2 1

Education

Less than High School 0 0 1 0
GED 12 2 3 10
High School 43 34 49 42
Some Post-Secondary 26 37 30 35
Bachelor's Degree 7 15 9 6
Beyond Bachelors 11 13 9 7

The combination of higher educational requirements for entry and opportunities
for continued education after entry has virtually eliminated soldiers with less than a
high school education. The majority of soldiers within each family pattern subgroup
had at least a high school diploma, ranging from 88% for soldiers married to civilian
wives to 98% for soldiers married to civilian husbands. However, a comparatively
large propoition of single parent males (19%) reported their highest level of education
as a GED; only four percent of single parent females reported a GED as their highest
level of education. In addition, there was variation in the proportion of soldiers across
family pattern subgroups with at least a four-year college degree. The proportion of
soldiers married to civil;an husbands (28%) who had a bachelor's degree or beyond

6



was larger than that of soldiers in other family pattern subgroups (ranging from 13% to

18%).

Military Profile

The rank/pay grade of soldiers in the sample also varied across the family
pattern subgroups (see Tablc 3). Most notable were the differences in family patterns
among junior enlisted personnel. The proportion of junior enlisted soldiers with
civilian wives (29%) was smaller than that of soldiers with civilian husbands (41%), in
dual military marriages (41%), or in single parent households (46%). In addition, more
than one-half of female soldiers in dual military marriages (53%) and in single parent
households (58%) were in the junior enlisted ranks; the comparable proportion of
junior enlisted male soldiers in these family pattern subgroups was 32 percent and 29
percent, respectively. While there was a comparatively small proportion of soldiers
with civilian husbands, this family pattern included a higher proportion of officers
(21%) than other family pattern subgroups. Only four percent of female soldiers in
single parent households were officers.

Although there was no significant variation in the geographic location of
soldiers (CONUS, EUROPE, Other OCONUS) by family pattern subgroup, there was
variation by family pattern subgroup in the major command to which soldiers were
assigned. In particular, while a comparatively low proportion of female soldiers with a
civilian husband was assigned to FORSCOM (35%), a comparatively high proportion
was assigned to the Health Services Command (24%). In addition, compared to their
male counterparts (8%), a greater proportion of female soldiers in dual military
mariages (17%) was assigned to the Health Services Command.

In addition to these proportional differences by family pattern subgroup, there
was significant variation in the type of unit to which soldiers were assigned by family
pattern subgroup. Approximately two out of five male soldiers married to civilian
wives (41%) were assigned to a combat unit; soldiers in other family pattern
subgroups most often were assigned to either a combat support service or a TDA unit.
Not surprisingly given current restrictions in the combat roles that female soldiers
may perform, the proportion of male soldiers in dual military marriages (25%) and in
single parent households (39%) in combat units was more than twice that of their
female counterparts (10% and 18%, respectively). A similar proportion of soldiers
across the family pattern subgroups had fathers (ranging from 55% to 60%) and
mothers (3%) who had prior military service.

7



Table 3
Profile iýeby FamlPa ; Mililofy olefile

Family Pattern
Variable Civilian Civilian Dual Single

Wife Husband Military Parent

Pay Grade/Rank
Junior Enlisted 29 41 41 46
Mid Enlisted 41 36 36 37
Senior Enlisted 15 3 9 12
Company Grade Officer 7 13 9 4
Field Grade Officer 7 8 4 3

Location
CONUS 65 66 67 70
EUROPE 29 26 28 26
Other OCONUS 6 8 5 4

Major Command
FORSCOM 47 35 - 43 46
TRADOC 11 9 11 13
USAREUR 26 21 23 21
Health Services Command 5 24 12 9
Other 11 11 12 11

Unit Type
Combat 41 10 18 27
Combat Support 16 11 16 11
Combat Support Service 16 32 32 27
TDA 28 47 34 36

Prior Service: Father 60 59 55 55

Prior Service: Mother 3 3 3 3

Marital/Family Profile at Entry

The majority of soldiers within the four family pattern subgroups was single,
never married when they entered the Army (see Table 4). Yet, a comparatively
greater proportion of female soldiers who were married to civilian husbands than
soldiers in other family pattern subgroups either was married or had previously been
married upon entry (41%). In addition, approximately twice the proportion of single
parent soldiers (9%) than that of soldiers in other family pattern subgroups was
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"legally separated or divorced at the time of entry. However, when marital status at
entry was exarnined by the gender of the single parent, this single paren( distinction
was more characteristic of females (15%) tihan males (2%). Similar to single parent
soldiers, a larger proportion of female soldiers in dual military marriages (8%) than
that of their male counterparts (2%) was legally separated or divorced upon entry.

It is likely tiat some single parent households in the Army reslli from
termination of a marriage that was formed before entry into the Army. Nearly one out
of five single parent soldiers (21%), one-quarter of single parent maies, and 17 percent
of single parent females were married when they entered the Army; nearly one out of
three (29%) had children upon entry. However, a larger proportion of female single
parents (36%) than male single parents (20%) had children when they came into the
Army.

Table 4

I _= Family Patterni

Variable Civilian Civilian Dual Single
Wife, Husband Military Parent

Marital Status Upon Entry
Single, Never Married 68 59 76 70
Remarried, Was Divorced/
Widowed 2 6 1 4
Married for the First Time 28 30 18 17
Legally Separated/
Filing for Divorce 1 1 2 5
Divorced 1 3 3 4
Widowed 0 0 0 0

Children Upon Entry 18 22 12 29

Marital Life Profile

Patterns in divorce and remarriage are clearly evident in Army married
households, as displayed in Table 5. One-quarter of soldiers in dual military
marriages and approximately one-fifth of soldiers married to either civilian wives
(18%) or civilian husbands (22%) were remarried. In general, in comparing the
proportion of soldiers in their first marriage across both family pattern and the
rank/pay grade of the soldier, a greater proportion of mid and senior enlisted soldiers
was remarried than soldiers in other rank/pay grade categories,
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In many cases, these couples had been married less than five years, including
civilian wife marriages (44%), civilian husband mariages (55%), and dual military
marriages (69%). (rne-quarter of soldiers maried to civilian husbands and
approximately one-third of soldiers in dual military marriages (34%) had been married
ore year or less. Only 16 percent of soldiers married to civilian wives had been
marricd one year or less. As might be expected, based on their younger age, the
number of junior enlisted sokhers within each of the family patern subgroups who had
been married one year or less was proportionally greater than the number of soldiers
in higher rank/pay grade. categories. For example, nearly six out of ten junior enlisted
soldiers i.1 dual military marriages (59%) had been married one year or less.

Table 5
Profile of Soldiers by Familytei:_Ma 1tal Life Profile

Family Pattern
Variable Civilian Civilian Dual Single

Wife Husband Military Parent

Marital Status
Married for the first time 82 78 75 **
Remarried, was divorced or
widowed i8 22 25 **

Length of Marriage: Years
1 or ess !6 25 34 **
2 to 4 28 30 35 **
5-9 27 27 21 **
10-14 15 13 8 **
15 or More 14 5 3 **

Former Single Parenta 3 19 14 **

Current Colocation 91 82 86 **

Joint Domicile Assignent ** ** 70 **
aSurvey item: While serving en active duty, have you ever been a single parent with

your child livin with you?

Compared to male soldiers married to civilian waves (3%), a relatively greater
proportion of female soldiers maried to civilian husbands (19%) and soldiers in dual
military marriages (14%) described themselves as former single parents. However,
:he proportion of female soldiers in dual military marriages (21%) who had previously
been single. •arents was three times greater than thtit of their male counterparts (7%).
!n addition, former single parents were particularly common among fema!e soldiers in
t.e rnid/senioi enlisted grades who were. m-wriied to civilian husbands (34%). O1,1 12

-t.0



percent of junior enlisted soldiers and seven percent of officers married to civilian
husbands had been former single parents. Irrespective of thle rank/pay grade of the
soldier spouse, six or less percent of male soldiers married to civilian wives had been
former single parents Similar to trends in the civilian sevtor, these data illustrate the
fluidity of marital and household patterns in the Army that result from high rates of
divorce and remarriage in contemporary society.

Although co-location of residence for husband and wife was higi, overall within
the married family pattern subgroups, it was most common for male soldiers manied
to civilian wives (91%); it was least common for female soldiers married to civilian
husbands (82%). More than four out of five soldiers in dual military marriages (86%)
were living with their spouses at the same locatiorn. Co-location of residence was
particularly high for officers across the family pattern subgroups.

Seventy percent of dual military soldiers described themselves and their
spouses as currendy on a joint domicile assignment. Yet, the proportion of those
soldiers that had a joint domicile assignment with their spouses did vary across pay
grades. Only 59 percent of junior enlisted soldiers in dual military marriages had a
joint domicile assignment compared to 75 percent of those in the mid/senior enlisted
grades and 87 percent of those in the officer grades.

Civilian SpQ=, 1 ýfIk

When soldiers were asked to describe the characteristics of their civilian
spouses, zearly one out of fi-'e soldiers with civilian wives (18%) reported that their
spouses had been born outside the United States to non-U.S. citizen parents (see
Table 6). However, compared to their officer counterparts, a much la-ger proportion of
enlisted soldiers who were married to civilian wives, especially those in the senior
enlisted grades, had !oreign-born spouses (see Figure 1). Only seven percent of
soldiers with civilian husbands described the-ir spouses as foreign born.
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,.able 6

-- !Fam~ly Pattern
V a1b Civilian Civilian
_Wife, Husband

Foreign Born: Spouse 18 7

Racial/Ethnic Group: Spouse
Asian or Pacific Islander 7 2
American Indian or
Aleut/Eskimo 1 1

Black NoiHispanic 21 39
White NonHispanic 62 54
Hispanic 9 4

Interracial/Ethnic Group 14 12
Marriage

Spouse Employment
Yes, full time 36 59
Yes, part time 16 12
No, but looking 17 15
No, not looking but want job 13 9
No, do not want to work 18 6

Compared to soldiers with civilian wives (38%), a greater proportion of
soldiers with civilian husbands (46%) reported the racial/ethnic group n•f thelir spouses
as other than White NonHispanic. Not surpxisingly, given the racial/ethnic status oG
soldiers themselves, a la.rger proportion of enlisted soldiers than officers who were
maried to civilian wives reported a spouse from a minority group. More than three-
quarters of officers in the company ad fieid grades who were married to civilian wives
(-7 '% and 86%, respectively) descrioed their spouse as White NorA-lispm.nic. Fourteen
percent of male soldiers in the senior enlisted ranks who had civilian wives were
nvarried io an Asian or Pacific Islander.
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Fi-gur 1. Foreign-born spouses by rank/pay grade: Soldiers married to civilian wives.

Given the racial/ethnic group diversity in the Army community, coupled with
the large proportion of single soldiers in foreign countries, interracial/ethnic marriages
were not uncommon among soldiers married to either civilian wives (14%) or
husbands (12%). Among soldiers who were married to civilian wives,
interracial/ethnic marriage was approximately twice as common in the enlisted grades
than in the officer grades, especially among senior enlisted personnel (20%) (see
Figure 2).
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1Figure 2.. Interracial/ethnic group marriage by rank/pay grade: Soldiers married to
civilian wivpes.

Among soldiers married to civilian spouses, spouase employment was the
modal pattern, especially for soldiers with civilian husbands. Fifty-two percent of
male soldiers with civilian wives reported that their spouses were employed either
full- or par-tinme: sevenity-one percent of fe-male soldiers with civilian husbands
described their spouses as employed either full or part -timne. In the context of this
high employment rate kto: both civiliani wives -and husbands, it is no(teworthy that only
about one -third of z:iviliari wives, were emiployed full-time; on the other hand, more than
one-half'of civilian husbands were employe:d full-time. Fewer thaii one-fifth of civilian
wives k 18 %) and only six percenit of civiliani husbands were described by their soldier
spouses as not destring employment

The spouse employment of civilian wives, as described by their soldier
husbands, was found to vary by tht- rank/pay grade of the soldier. Although a lower
proportion of wivrs of Junior enilisted Soldiers was emiployed (45%)) than that of wkives
of higher ranking soldiers (50%/ý to 63%/), ncarly one-quarter were actively loo(king for a
job. Similarly, nearly twice the proportion of civilian wives inariTid to company anld
flield grade officers (28%' a1nd 21-7, re pectively) thian thai of !hosC ma-rried to either
junior enlisted, mid enlisted or senioi- enli:'ted menl ( 16%.1%, and 1.5%", rcspectively)
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were described by their soldier husbands as not employed and not desiring

employment.

Although there is a stereotype in the military community of the pregnant,
never-married single parent, two..thirds of the single parent soldiers that responded to
the survey had previously been married (see Table 7). Of those single parent soldiers
who were officers, 95% had been formerly married. In addition, 52% of junior enlisted
single parents and 78% of nmd/senior enlisted single parents had previously been
married. Only a smaP fraction of single parents were single because of the death of
spouse (1%).

More than one-half of the single parent soldiers (58%) reported involvement in
a boyfriend or girlfriend relationship. In more than one-quarter of the cases (28%),
single parent soldiers were in "committed" relationships, meaning that they often or
very often disz;ussed marriage with their boyfriends or girlfriends. Another 30% of
single parent soldiers were in "involved" relationships. Although these soldiers
reported having a boyfriend or girlfriend, they reported that they never or infrequently
discussed marriage.

Of those single parents who were involved in intimate relationships, rnlost
(57%) had a cutrent boyffiend or girlfriend who also served on active duty in the U.S.
Aimed Forces. In most cases ('76%), the boyfriend or girlfriend lived within a two-
hour drive from the single parent's current location.
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Table 7
Sing•le Uif;fi.2f_ of Single t

_ Family Pattern
Variable Single

Parent

Single Status
Never married 33
Legally separated/ Filing for
divorce 29
Divorced 37
Widowed 1

Relationship Status: Single Parent
Independent (no girl/boyfriend) 42
Involved (little or no discussion of marriage) 30
Committed (frequent discussion of marriage) 28

Girl/Boyfriend served on Active Duty
Yes, on Active Duty 57
Yes, was on Active Duty 13
No 30

Girl/Boyfriend lives within twvo-hour Oaive
Yes 76
No 24

As can be seen in Table 8, the proportion of childless couples wvas found to
vary across the married family tnattern subgroups. Although neardy three.fourths of
rrmak soldiers married to civilian wives (72%) reported childien in the household, oniy
about one-half of both female soldiers married to civilian husbands (51%) and soldiers
in dual rilaitaty marriages (48%) had children in the household. In each of the three
married family pattern subgroups, the smallest proportion of soldiers with children
was reported by those in the junior enlisted grades: civilian wife marriages (56%),
civilian husbard marriages (44%), and duai triOm-iy natriages (36%).
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Table 8

Family Pattern
Variable Civilian Civiiian Dual Single

Wife Husband Military Parent

Presence of Children
Married, No Children;
34 or younger 23 39 47 **
Married, No Children;
35 or older 5 10 5 **
Married with children 72 51 48 **

Number of Children: Parents
1 36 41 59 59
2 42 47 33 33
3 15 9 6 6
4 5 3 1 i
5 1 0 1 0
6 or More 0 0- 0 1

Age of 'Youngest Child
Less than One Year 12 10 21 16
1 to 2 29 28 32 23
3 to 5 24 28 23 21
6 to 9 17 21 14 20
10 to 14 12 10 9 15
15 to 17 4 1 2 3
18 or Older 2 3 1 1

Expecting Child 8 10 10 4

In ,comparisons arnong sold.iers with children in the ho,isehold, a greater
proportion ut male soldiers rna.med to civilian wives (64. %) had ror,'. thaa one child in
the household than either fkrmale soldiers with civilian huisbands (59%), soldiers in
dual milrtary mart" ges (.41%), or single .arcn;:s (41%). Relatively few soJkiers had
more than two chii :en. In addition, aMoulp; male sokdiCes with civilian. wives and
cf~ildren in the home, the proop':'rtion ,f soldiers in the junior enlisted grades who had
only one child (54%) was greater than that of s,,odeers in higher rank grades (ranging
from 24% to 41%),

In the majority of houscholdsw ith children, the age c;f the youngest child was
five years old and younger, fletween 10 to 21 pcrc-mi, of soldiers witl.)in each cif the.
farnily pattern subgqo;:ps with childrel had a child less than one year of agc, The
presence of infants (less than one yea:r) and todl•ers (I to 2 years old) was
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particularly c.mnu-on in the horric-3 of junior enlistcd soidiers and company grade
officers married to civilian wives. Seventy-one percent of junior enlisted soldiers and
58 percent of junicr officers in this family pattern subgroup who had children had aý
least one infant or toddler in the home. In addition, 72 percent of junior enlisted
soldiers in dual military marriages with children and 64 percent of single parunts in the
junior enlisted grades had infants or toddlers in the household.

In about iO percent of married households, the wife was expecting a child.
Compared to higher rank groups, a larger proportion of junior enlisted soldiers who
were married to either civilian wives (14%) or civilian husbands (13%) were expecting
a child. Six percent of single parent females were expecting a child, all of whom were
in the junior enlisted grades. The relatively nigh prevalence of pregnancy among
single parent females follows national trends in the civilian sector in which an
increasing number of single women are having children outside of marriage, but not
necessa.rily outside of a committed intimate relationship.
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Stressors, Adaptive Resources, and Family Adaptation

Lr Ut_.Q_

Individuals face many demands and situations in the course of daily living that
have the potential to affect their physical, psychological, and social well-being and
performance. These stressors may exist on an individual level, on an interpersonal
level, or in the relationship between the individual and the external systems in which
they particiPate, such as the work environment. Although different classification
schemes exist in the literature for organizing types of stressors, two broad categories
of stressors are considered below: work aaid family. Based on a spillover perspective,
it is likely that work and family stressors have a reciprocal and cumulative impact on
one another, resulting in a level of "pile-up" of stressors that may have detrimental
consequences for the individual and/or family system. HoAvever, although the
literature has tended to focus more on the negative aspects of stressors, it is also
possible for individuals to face too few demands and challenges. Such "underload"
may be as detrimental as "overload" to individual adjustment and functioning,
especially in situations where the individual desires more responsibility and demands.

Work Sr ors

Soldiering is a demanding profession. Long and often unpredictable work
hours, extra duty assignments, frequent exercises and mobilizations, and family
separations can tnx the resources of any individual or family system. In this analysis,
four areas of work demands were examined: high work demands, low work
predictability, high work stress, and high work-family interference (see Table 9).

Work demands were assessed by a single item that asked soldiers to rate on a
seven point scale from "Not at all Demanding" to"Extremely Demanding" the level of
demands that they faced in their work. The three other measures were assessed by
scales that included more than one survey item. Work prediciability included six
items that assessed the extent to which work demands were unpredictable and
intruded into hours that soldiers oflen had available to spend with their families (e.g.,
"You have to cancel leave or important personal/family plans because of your work
requirements"). Work stress was measured by three items that indicated the extent
to which soldiern came home at the end of their duty too tired or too emotionadlly
drained to enjoy thernselves and to engage with others. Last, Army-family
interference was determined by four items that assessed the extent that Army
responsibilities in the last month had interfered with the soldier's ability to meet
family responsibilities (e.g., "Being unable to attend events with family members").



Table 9

Work Stressors for Soldiers by Family Pattern

Family Pattern

Variables Civilian Civilian Dual Single
Wife Husband Military Parent

High Work Demandsa 56 55 54 48

Junior Enlisted 48 47 48 39
Mid/Senior Enlisted 57 50 57 56
Officer 65 82 65 54

Male 56 ** 55 54
Female ** 55 52 43

Low Work Predictability) 53 34 41 44

Junior Enlisted 54 32 39 36
Mid/Senior Enlisted 52 28 40 53
Officer 54 50 52 38

Male 53 48 58
Female ** 34 33 35

High Work Stressc 48 52 50 54

Junior Enlisted 55 61 58 64
Mid/Senior Enlisted 46 44 43 46
Officer 41 51 44 5,

Male 48 ** 44 61
Female 52 56 50

High Army Family Interferenced 47 46 52 50

Junior Enlisted 56 48 51 54
Mid/Senior Enlisted 42 40 49 47
Officer 43 54 63 38

Male 47 49 60
Fe male ** 46 55 43

apercent responding either a one or two on a a reverse-coded seven-point scale
ranging from "Extremely Demanding" to "Not at all Demanding."

blst and 2nd quartiles: Coded from low to high predictability.
Clst and 2nd quartiles: Coded from high to low stress.
dlst and 2nd quartiles: Coded from high to low interference.

When the data from male and female soldiers were compared, several key
similarities and differences emerged. First of all, the proportion of male soldiers
reporting low work predictability was greater than that of female soldiers for all family
pattern groups. In addition, a higher proportion of single parent males than single
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parent females reported high work demands, high work stress, and high Army-family
work interference. On the other hand, a higher proportion of females than males in
dual-military marriages expressed high work stress (see Figure 3). On other
dimensions, th., differences between male and female soldiers were not significant.

The work stress indicators were also compared by the rank/pay grade of the
soldier for each family pattern. On this comparison the proportion of officers in married
households who reported high work demands was consistently higher than that of
enlisted personnel, especially those in civilian husband marriages. The proportion of
junior enlisted single parents who reported high work demands was lower than that of
all other family/grade groups. In contrast, a greater proportion of junior enlisted
soldiers reported high work stress in all family pattern types, including single parent
households.
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Like work, family life places a number of demands on married and single parent
soldiers. Viable family relationships do not just happen. Spouses and children require
time, attention, and energy--commodities that are often in short supply in the life of a
soldier. So, while families are a source of love, support, and strength, they are also a
source of demand and responsibility.

In this anal'sis, two areas of family demands were examined: high family
demands and the occurrence of financial hardship (see Table 10). High family
demands were assessed by a single item that asked soldiers to rate, on a seven point
scale from "Not at all Demanding" to "Extremely Demanding," the level of demands
that they faced from their family responsibilities. Financial hardship was assessed by
a single item. Soldiers were asked to specify how many months in the last 12 months
that they had not had enough money to pay their bills. Table 10 reports the proportion
of soldiers who responded that they had experienced at least one month of financial
hardship over the past twelve months.

Table 10

Family Stressors for Soldiers by Family Pattern-

Eamil- Pattern

Variables Civilian Civilian Dual Single
Wife Husband Military Parent

A0 _ % _%_

High Family Demandsa 57 52 52 74

Junior Enlisted 65 57 55 77
Mid/Senior Enlisted 57 54 53 70
Officer 41 36 37 83

M1ale 57 ** 51 70
Female ** 52 52 76

Financial Hardshipb 35 38 27 53

Junior Enlisted 51 45 38 62
Mid/Senior Enlisted 33 39 23 49
Officer 9 18 5 11

Male 35 ** 27 52
Fernale ** 38 27 53

apercent responding either a one or two on a reverse coded seven-point scale ranging
from "Extremely Demanding" to "Not at all Demanding."

bpercent responding that they have experienced at least one month over the past
twelvf. months where they have lacked money to pay their bills.
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As the data in Table 10 indicate, a greater proportion of single parents than
soldiers in other family pattern types reported high family demands (74%) and
financial hardship (53%). With the exception of the relatively small proportion of
soldiers in dual military marriages who reported financial hardship (27%), oidy modest
proportional differences are found for married soldiers on the two indicators of family
demands across family pattern types. There are no significant differences across
family patierns between male and female soldiers in family demands or hardship.

Further analysis by the pay grade of the soldie' revealed several interesting
trends in the data. While pay grade comparisons generally supported the finding of a
greater proportion of single parents reporting high family demands, further
comparisons across pay grades revealed that a smaller proportion of officers
experienced high family demands than their enlisted counterparts, irrespective of
married family pattern type: civilian wife marriages (41%), civilian husband marriages
(36%), and dual military marriages (37%). Furthermore, irrespective of family pattern
type, a higher proportion of junior enlisted soldiers reported financial hardship and a
lower proportion of officers reported financial hardship (see Figure 4). Not
surprisingly, given their dual employment status, soldiers in dual military marriages
were less likely to report financial hardship.
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From a person-environment fit perspective, the success of individuals in
meeting their needs and responding to demands from their environment depends on
(1) their personal abilities, capabilities and assets and (2) the supplies, opportunities
and supports that they may receive or dnaw upon from the relationships and systems
in which they participate. These adaptive resources have been shown to buffer the
impacts of stressors, to moderate the effects of stressors on individued and family
adaptaticn, and to directly effect individual and family adaptation. In the present
analysis, five levels of adaptive resources were considered: (a) psychclogical, (b)
relationship, (c) family, (d) community, and (e) Army. It is assumed that these levels
of adapdive resources operate simultaneously and in reciprocal interaction with one
another at any given point in time.

Psychological Resources

A number of individual abilities, capabilities, and assets have been identified in
the literature that are potentially available to the individual for coping with life
demands and situations. However, besed on the work of Pearlin and Schooler (1978),
the present analysis limits its attention to two psychological resources residing in the
self: high self-e•;ýeern and internal locus of control.

From his literature review, Bowen (1990) nominally defined self-esteem 2' the
positiveness of one's attitude about st.,. In the present analysis, it is operationa'ized
as die extent to which the individu~al feels secure, hopeful, and pleased with self.
Potter (1966) introduced the concept "locus of control" into the research literature.
Generally defined as the degree of mastery that an individual feels in his or her life,
locus of control was operationalized in the present analysis by six items that captwre
the extent to which the individual is self-directed and confident in his or her ability to
produce intended consequences (e.g., "When I make plans, I irn almost certain I can
make them work"). Within the third and. fou]tflh response qurftiles, these
psychological resources are diacussed [below as mgh self-esteem and internal locus of
control (see Table 11).
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Table 11

Psychological Resources for So!diers by Family Pattern

Family Pattern

Variab..es Civilian Civilian Dual Single
-- _Wife Husband Mil'ttaryz Parent

"High Self Esteema 57 57 57 53

Junior Enlisted 50 48 50 47
Mid/Senior Enlisted 59 57 59 58
Officer 69 76 67 56

Male 57 ** 57 49
Female ** 57 56 54

Internal Locus of Controlb 45 53 48 41

Junior Enlisted 32 39 36 37
Mid/Senior Enlisted 44 57 53 43
Officer 76 - 78 75 48

Male 45 50 36
Female ** 53 47 44

a3rd and 4th quartiles: Coded from low to high self-esteem.
b3rd and 4th quatiles: Coded from external to internal locus of control.

As the data on Table 11 indicate, a similar proportion of soldiers acro,s fanmil:
types reported high s-lf-esteem, ranging from 53 percent to 57 percent of each sarnple
group. TIhe levels of self-esteem were similar for male and female soldiers in each
family pattern. The ,rimary diffirenc,.s in self-esteem were associated with rank/pay
grade. A higher proportion of officers and senior enlisted personnel reported high self
esteem for each of the family patterns that were examined.

More variation was found on the second psychological resource, internal locns
of control. Comparatively speaking, a greater proportion of soldiers with civilian
husbands (53%) were "inner" directed; only 41 percent of single parent soldiers were
found to be "i:ner" directed, followed by 45 percent of soldiers in civilian wife
maiages and 48 percent of soldi:rs in dual military marriages. Again, there were no
significant differences by gender in ratings of internal locus of control. The difftrences
in hevels of locus of control were most often noted by rank/pay grade with a greater
proportion of soidieis from higher, grades than lower grades reporting internal !ocuis of
control.

Overall, the findings on psychological resources suggest that ther,- are few
differences between soldiers from each of the family patterns. Di.ferences in self.-
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esteem and internal locus of control are largely associated with the rank/grade of the
soldiers, with those from higher grades feeling more personal self-worth and more
control over their lives. Junior enlisted personnel are less like!y to report those
feelings, irrespective of their family patterns.

Relationship Resources

A viable adaptive resource for both single and married soldiers is the nature
and quality of their most intimate interpersonal relationships. For married soldiers,
the spouse has been demonstrated io be a critical source of social support, a
protective barrier against life stressors (see Bowea, 1991). Recent research by
Orthner, Bowen, Zimmerman, and Short (1992) of single soldiers in the U.S. Army
also suggests that the boy/girlfriend relationships of these soldie.s serve a similar
supportive function as marriage does for married soldiers.

In the present an~lysis, th•ee measures of reladonship strength were
considered for mamied soldiers: happy marriage, high spouse communication, and low
marital separation risk. In addition, two measures were considered for single parent
soldiers: engaged or significantly involved in a relationship, and parner very
supportive of Army career (see Table 12).

Marital happiness was measured by a single item that asked soldiers to
indicate on a seven-point scale how happy they were with their marriage. High
spouse communication was also assessed by a single item. On a five-point scale that
ranged from strongly, agree to strongly disagree, soldiers indicated their level of
agreement with the following statement: "My spouse is someone I can really talk
with about things that are important to me." Low marital separation risk was
determined by the percent of soldiers who responded that, in the last twelve months,
they had had no thoughts about their marriage being in trouble and had neither
considered nor pursued divorce or separation.
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Table 12

Relationship Resources for Married and Single Parent Soldiers by Family Pattern

Family Pattern

Variable Civilian Civilian Dual Single
Wife Husband Military Parents

Happy Marriagea 81 72 77
Junior Enlisted 80 66 81
Mid/Senior Enlisted 79 70 71
Officer 89 82 83

Male 81 ** 77
Female ** 72 78

High Spouse Contmunicationb 85 76 85

Junior Enlisted 85 77 87
Mid/Senior Enlisted 83 68 81
Officer 92 89 90

Male 85 ** 87
Fenale ** 76 82

Low Marital Separation Riskc 65 54 58

Junior Enlisted 60 49 58
Mid/Senior Enlisted 65 50 54
Officer 78 72 71

Male 65 ** 58
Female ** 54 58

Engaged or Significantly involved in Belationshipd 58

Junior Enlisted 63
Mid/Senior Enlisted 55
Officer 47

Male 54
Female 60

Partner Very Supportive of Army Carcevr 60

Junior EnlIsted 53
Mid/Scnio- Enlisted 68
Off'icer 68

Mate 55
Female 63

8Percent responding with a 5, tb. or 7 on c. seven pomint scale ot marital haippines': ranging from I "Very
Unhappy to 7 - "Very Happy."

1bPercent either "Agree" or "Strongly Agree" that their spxuse is someone who they can talk with atxuil things that
ale impcr,•at to them,

CPercent responding that they had had no thoughts or activities in the last twelve mnorlthis coticerning cfiher their

marriage teing in trouble or about divorce or sepazation.

"dPercent reqkrrnrg that there is an imix)-tamt boyfriend/girlfricnd 'I their life right now,
eper.cent vesponding "Viy Supportie" on a five point sU-opprtiveness item .angirig irom I - "Very

Uinsupypl-r, ve" to ' "N'ery Suppjortive.'
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To report their relationship involvements, single parents indicated whether
they were "now engaged" or "significantly involved" in a relationship with someone.
For those single parents who were involved with a significant other, they were also
asked how supportive their "girlfriend/boyfriend" was of their being in the Army. In
the di.scussion below, the findings for married soldiers are first considered, followed by
those for single parents.

A similarly high proportion of soldiers in civilian wife mid dual military
marriages reported having a happy marriage, high spouse communication, and low
marital separation risk. On all three indicators, however, a smaller proportion of
soldiers with civilian husbands gave a positive response on each of these indicators of
relationship resources. This is particularly true for low marital separation risk in
which a greater proportion of male soldiers with civilian wives (65%) reported low
risks for separation compared to female soldiers with civilian husbands (54%).
Comparisons of male and female soldiers in dual-military marriages did not yield
significant differences in the perceptions of relational strength for men and women.

On each measure of relationship strength, a higher proportion of officers
indicated positive ratings of their marriages compared to enlisted personnei. This was
true for all three marital patterns.
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As indicated in Table 12, the majority of single parent soldiers (58%) described
themselves as engaged or significantly involved in a relationzhip. Moreover, in siYty
percent of cases where single parents were involved with a significant other, the
single parent described the partner as "very supportive" of their Army career.

A similar proportion af male and female single parents 154% and 60%,
respectively) reported that they were engaged or significantiy involved with
boyfrieads or girlfriends. In addition, the proportion of sirngle parents who Yrorted a
significant other varied only moxiestly by the enlisted rank/pay grade of the siugle
parent. A greater proportion of junior enlisted singltk parents (613%) weie involved in
relationships than mid/senior enlisted single parents (55%).

Simiilar to the findings for involvement, only modest differences were found in
the proportions of male (55%) and female (63%) sing'e parents who ieported their
significant others as "very supportive" of their Army career. H1, viever,, in comparisons
across enlisted pay grade, a greater proportion of mid/senior enlistcd single parents in
relationshiis (68%) described *heir significant others as "very suppoitive" than did
Junior enlisted single parents in relationships (53%).
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The family sy-m is often regarded as the primary support system for its
members, the hub of activity whe-" family members provide instnrmental and
"expressive support to one ý,nother ,Bowen, 1990; Orthner, 1990). Through zheir social
interaction over time, individuals in the family create a "family culture" that has
considerable influence on their individual and farrily system coping and adaptation.

Two indicators of family resources were considered in the present analysis:
high family strength and coherence and high satisfaction with parent-child relationship
(see Table 13). The first indicator, high family strength and coherence, was derived
from the work of Antonovsl' ,, and Sourani (1988). Consisting of three items, the
measure captures the sense of confidence that soldiers have in the ability of their
families to remain optimisti,- in rough periods, cooperate together when times are
tough, and to solve problern?. Satisfaction with the parent-child relationship was
based on a sum of four items that were each assessed on a five-point satisfaction
"scale. Soldiers were asked how satisfied they had been over the last month with the
amount of time they spend with th, children, their ability to meet their children's
emotional needs, their ab-.ity to meet their children's educational/learning needs, and
the oveiall qualify oi time they spend with their children.

Table 13

Fazmily Resources for Soldiers by Family Pattern

-•_ F'am~jyE ____n
Variables Civilian Civilian Dual Single

Wife Husband Miltýa Parent

High Pniiy Snength and Coherencea 56 54 57 38

Junior Ealisted 53 43 57 41
Mid/Senior Enlisted 56 A6 53 35
Officer 67 69 66 52
Male 56 55 25
Female ** 54 58 48

High Satisfaction with
Parent-Child Relationshipb 47 42 45 45

Junior Enlisted 42 42 41 46
Mid/Senior Enlisted 48 42 49 44
Officer 48 41 47 49)
Male 47 ** 52 38
Female ** 42 39 50

a 3rd and 4th quartiles: Coded from low to high family strength & coherfnce.
b 3rd and 4th quartiles: Coded from low to high parent-child relationsstip atifactiuon.
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A~s the data in Table 13 indicate, thit pioportion of single parent soidier'; (38%)
reporting high levels of family strengtni of coherence was significantly lower than that
of soldiers in rnarr),d family patterns (raniging from 54% to 57%). This com ' aratively
low. level of family streng'ýh is primarily associated with single parent males, only 25%
of which reporteýd 4 high level of famifly smnmgth in comiparison to 48% of female single
pareait soldiers (see Figure 6). Airoag married sol~cirs, the lowest levels of Iarnil'v
strengtn were found among junioi -enlisted femnales who are married to civilian
husbands (437o). This comparatively lew level of strength and coherence may help to
explain the lower levels of mnarital happiness and greater risks of separation among
these, Ariay families.

50 ?

30/
N Males
N Females

0ý

Civ. Spouse Dual Mil. Sing, Parent
Family Pattern

fi21jj:I. High strength and coherence by famnily pattern with gendeor.

Armong those families with children, there were, few differences in the overall
ratingý: of parent-child saiisfacdon. However, when geneer, was cojntrolled in the
analysis, P, higher proportion of female. single parent soldicis (50%) importe-d h.gh
pareat-chilkI relationship satisfaction than fema_!ýs- in civilian spouse manrriages (4217)
or duai military inariages (39 7). Amc~ng niales, a ~owtr prqxprtior of singyle parent
sAldiers (38%) re~ported high pwreni-Onhld rel'ýtjo'1,31ip salj S'action thar eith~.- tfnosNe inl
civilian SPOUSe lma1Tr igtes (47% ,ý or Owý mM1o7irinanes (52%). It w,:mla appr



from the data that fathers in civilian wife and dual-military marniages and mothers in
single parent families experienced similar levels of parental satisfaction and
adjustment. Lower levels of paiental satisfaction and adjustment were more common
among mothers in civilian husband and dual-militawy marriages and among single
parent fathers. For these male and female soldiers, balancing work and family
demands may be more difficult.

Scial aud Conmunitv Resources

Social and community resources serve to buffer and moderate the effects of
stressors on the level of family adaptation experienced by soldiers. These resources
shield the individua! from stressful events and situations and reduce the negative
impacts of those that permeate protective barriers. Four social and community
resources were reviewed in this analysis: social support availability, access to a
community support network, community satisfaction, and preference for the Arrmy
compared to civilian community. Each was a scale that was computed from low tc
high. In each case, the proportion of soldiers who scored in the upper half of t&ese
scales for the total sample of soldiers is presented in Table 14.

Social support was measured by a scale that assessed the level of support that
the soldier could expect at the current iocation from either a friend, neighbor, or
relative (besides the spouse, if married) outside the home under six hypothetical
situations (e.g., listen to you when you need to talk, go with you to do something
enjoyable, provide transportation when you need it). Unlike social support that
reflected different types of instrumental and expressive support that is available to the
soldier, the assessment of community support network focused on six different
sources of support from whom the soldier could potentially rely on for help with a
personai or family problem: a leader at your place of duty, someone else you work
with, a neighbor or friend who is in the Army, a neighbor or friend who is not in the
Army, staff of an Army service agency, parents or other close relatives.
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Table 14

Social and Community Resources for Soldiers by Family Pattern

Family Patter

Variables Civilian Civilian Dual Single
_ . .. .._Wife Husband Militai, Parent

High Social Suppo,'t Availabilitya 53 59 52 58

Junior Enlisted 51 68 53 69
Mid/Senior Enlisted 54 48 51 51
Officer 55 62 52 52
Male 53 ** 52 42
Female ** 59 53 71

High Community Support Networkb 47 45 49 47

Junior Enfisted 43 51 44 50
Mid/Senior Enlisted 47 38 53 46
Officer 56 49 46 52
Male 47 ** 48 41
Female ** 45 50 53

High C3mmunity Satisfactionc 44 52 54 48

Junior Enlisted 39 48 46 54
Mid/Senior Enlisted 44 50 59 40
Officer 54 54 62 68
Male 44 ** 55 41
Female ** 52 52 52

Prefer Army Community
to Civilian Comnur'ityd 47 58 52 46

Junior Enlisted 39 55 43 49
Mid/Senior Enlisted 50 63 60 44
Officer 50 56 55 49
Male 47 ** 53 31
Female ** 58 52 59

a3rd and 4th quartiles: Coded from low to high social support.
b3rd and 4th quarti!k: Coded from low to high commaoity support network,
C3rd and 4th quartiles: Coded from low to high community satisfactiLr.
d3rd and 4th quartiles: Coded from much better ii civilian life than ir, Army life to much

worse.
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The final two scales were identical in the items that comprised them but varied
in their response stems. To assess community satisfaction, soldiers were asked to
rate six features of community life at their present location from "Very Good" to "Very
Bad": quality of place for children to grow up, quality of schools for children, quality of
medical care for family members, programs and services for families, quality of
community they live in, and opportunity to make good friends. The extent to which the
soldier preferred the Army community to the civilian community was determined by
having soldiers rate these same six items from "Much Worse in Civilian Life" to
"Much Better in Civilian Life" than in Army life.

Soldiers across the four family pattern types were remarkably consistent in
their responses to social and community resources (see Table 14). Proportional
differences between groups were very small for both hih social support availability
and high community support network. In the case of both high community satisfaction
and preferences for the Army community compared to the civilian community, a slightly
greater proportion of soldiers with civilian husbands (52% and 58%, respectively) and
in dual military marriages (54% and 52%, respectively) gave positive responses than
either soldiers with civilian wives (44% and 47%, respectively) or single parent
soldiers (48% and 46%, respectively).

When male and female soldiers were separately examined, some significant
differences in social and community resources did appear. Most notably, male single
parents reported lower levels on every measure of social and community resources
when compared to female single parents, especially for high social support availability
and preference of Army community to civilian community. A lower proportion of male
soldiers with civilian wives reported both high community satisfaction and preferences
for living in an Army community than female soldiers married to civilian husbands.
The proportions that reported high community and social support, however, were not
markedly different.
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The use of and satisfaction with social and community resources is much less
consistent across family patterns when examined by rank/pay grade of the soldiers.
Among single parents, the proportion of junior enlisted personnel expressing high
social support and community satisfaction was greater than that of more senior
enlisted personnel. Among those in dual military marriages, however, a higher
proportion of mid to senior enlisted personnel reported high community support
networks and preferences for living in an Army community. In civilian husband
marriages, the proportion of female soldiers who reported high levels of social and
community support was lowest among those who were NCO's, even though these
same soldiers were the most likely to prefer living in an Army community.
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The Army has taken major steps over the last several decades to develop a
"safety net" of supportive programs and services for soldiers and their families.
However, the perceptions of soldiers toward the supportiveness of the Army's culture
for families extend beyond the undergirding network of programs and services. These
perceptions also greatly depend on the nature of family-related activities and informal
supports that soldiers experience in their work units on a day to day basis.

Four Army adaptive resources were reviewed in this analysis: Army policy
support, leadership support for families, unit leader support for families, and unit
supervisor support for families. Each was a scale that was computed from low to high.
In each case, the proportion of soldiers who scored in the upper half of these scales for
the total sample of soldiers is presented in Table 15.

Army policy support was measured by eight items that asked soldiers to rate
the helpfulness of a number of policies that may affect families, such as family support
during deployment, permanent change of station, military child care priority, and
emergency financial assistance. Each item was evaluated on a response continuum
from "Very Harmful" to "Very Helpful." Leader support for families was a three-item
measure for which soldiers evaluated the degree to which the following leaders at
their current location were supportive of Army families: officers in high
post/installation positions, officers at place of duty, and NCOs at place of duty. Each
was rated on a response continuum from "Very Unsupportive" to "Very Supportive."

Unit leader family support consisted of three items in which soldiers evaluated
the extent to which leaders in their unit or place of duty encouraged unit-wide family
activities, knew about Army family programs, aid would be concerned about the
welfar of soldiers' families should a war break out. Each item was assessed on five-
point scale from "Not at All" to "Very Great Extent." Unit supervisor family support
was assessed by having soldiers evaluate the responsiveness of their supervisor to
family welfare and to needs and situations that sometimes confront soldiers in their
work unit. Four items were rated by soldiers on a response continuum from "Very
Seldom or Never" to "Very Often or Always," including the willingness of the
supervisor to listen to a soldier with a family problem, the degree to which the
supervisor shows a genuine interest in the welfare of families, and the willingness of
the supervisor to allow soldiers off for urgent family matters.
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"Fable 15

Army Spipport for Soldiers by Family Pattern

_Fa mihI•_ ....... ..

Variables Civilian Civilian Dual Single
Wife Husband Militaa Parent

High Army Policy Support" 56 55 48 58

Junior Enlisted 55 57 48 57
Mid/Senior Enlisted 57 58 51 59
Officer 54 45 42 47

Male 56 ** 46 50
Female ** 55 52 63

High Leader Support for Familiesa 46 43 43 44

Junior Enlisted 32 35 33 42
Mid/Senmor Enlisted 49 41 47 43
Officer 64 63 58 67

Male 46 ** 45 47
Female ** 43 40 41

High Unit Leader Support for Familiesa 41 39 38 37

Junior Enlisted 29 33 35 29
Mid/Senior Enlisted 44 40 38 43
Officer 60 48 47 57

Male 41 ** 39 40
Female ** 39 37 36

High Unit Supervisor
Support for Familiesa 56 54 54 49

Junior Enlisted 42 47 46 40
Mid/Senior Enlisted 58 55 59 52
Officer 74 71 63 82
Male 56 ** 55 49
Female 54 54 48

. 3rd and 4th quartiles: Coded from low to high.
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As the data hi Table 15 indicates, similar ,roportions of soldiers across the
four family pattern types reported high Armry policy support, high leader support for
families, high unit leader support for families, and high unit supervisor support for
families. In addition, when the association between Army resources and family
pattern types was further analyzed by gender, only one significant proportional
difference emerged. A higher proportion of female single parents (63%) than male
single parents (50%) perceived high Army policy support at their current location.

When perceived Army supportiveness was analyzed in the context of rank/pay
grade, some differences emerged in comparisons across the four indicators of Army
resources. These differ•nces were most apparent in the levels of support reported by
officers in civilian wife marriages and officers in the remaining marital types. A higher
proportion of officers with civilian wives (54%) indicated high Army policy support
than e-ither those with civilian husbands (45%) or those in dual military marriages
(42%), Distinctions between pay grade were most apparent for soldiers with civilian
husbands. While the proportional difference between junior enlisted soldiers (57%)
and mid/senior enlisted soldiers (58%) was modest, a lower proportion of officers with
civilian husbands (45%) reported high Army policy support. Within each married
family pattern type, a higher proportion of officers reported high leader support for
families, followed by mid/senior enlisted soldiers, followed by junior enlisted soldiers
(see Figure 8). There were no differences among single parents in the junior enlisted
and mid/senior enlisted pay grades in reported high leader support for families.
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Overall, leadership support for farniiies, whether at the Army policy,
installation leader, or unit leader levels, is similarly perceived by Army families across
each of the family pattern types reviewed. Single parents are somewhat less likely to
perceive that they have support from their unit supervisor, but in general, the
proportional differences in levels of perceived support are relatively minor. It is
interesting to note thaw a high proportion of single parent females perceive that Army
families are supported by Army policies, a factor that may explain their relatively high
levels of satisfaction with the Army as a way of life. In most cases, officers are more
likely to perceive that they are receiving unit and installation level leadership support,
while junior enlisted personnel are the least likely to perceive that families receive
high levels of support from these leaders. Somewhat in contrast, however, officers in
dual military marriages and female officers with civilian husbands are less likely to
perceive high levels of support from policies directed toward Army families. These
female officers may experience more difficulty reconciling their family life patterns with
the demands placed on them by the Army and its diverse policies that affect family life.

Family Adaptation

The definition and measuiernent of family adaptation has received considerable
attention over the last decade by social and behavioral scientists who study military
families. In earlier research and reviews, family adaptation was conceptualized
broadly, encompassing a number of psychological, relationship, social, and community
indicators. Yet, a challenge in these earlier studies was to distinguish indicators of
family adaptation from their correlates. Consistent with Orthner and Bowen's (1990)
recent integrative review, family adaptation is defined in the present analysis from an
"organization outcome" perspective: the degree to which soldiers and their family
members cope and adjust to the demands of Army and family life and work together as
a team in meeting Army expectations and achievinrg individual and collective goals.

In the present review, two components of family adaptation are considered:

(a) coping and adjustment, and (b) fit and spouse support among married soldiers.

COAD' .iusmen

From a person-environment fit perspective, family adaptation is conceptualized
as the level of "fit" between "demands and abilities" and "needs and resources"
(Caplan, 1983). According to Lazarus and Folkman (1984), individuals are constantly
appraising their situation to determine their level of fit and to determine if any
corrective action is necessary to increase the level of congruency between their
perceived "demands/needs" and their perceived "resources/abilities." Consequently,
at any one time, individuals have some awareness of how well they are, dealing with

teir responsibilities and adjusting to life demands.

'i'h ee measures of coping and at1justment were studied in the present analysis:
(a) coping with work responsibilities, (b) coping with family responsibilities, and (,)
family adjtwrinent to Army demands. Each of these measures consisted of a single
itcem thiat was measured on a seven poim respo-ýnse continuum. In each case, thc
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proportion of soldiers who responded with either a six or seven is presented in Table
16.

TFable 16

Coping and Adjustment for Soldiers by Family Pattern

Family Patterni

Variables Civilian Civilian Dual Single
Wife Husband Military Parent

Coping with Work Responsibilitiesa 65 59 65 62
Junior Enlisted 55 48 58 65
Mid/Senior Enlisted 68 67 70 59
Officer 73 67 70 59
Male 65 ** 69 56
Female ** 59 61 67

Coping with Family Responsibilitiesa 59 56 59 59
Junior Enlisted 57 52 59 64
Mid/Senior Enlisted 62 58 61 55
Officer 51 57 49 49
Male 59 ** 59 49
Female ** 56 59 66

Family Adjustment to Army Demandsb 55 54 58 41
Junior Enlisted 38 39 48 34
Mid/Senior Enlistcd 60 62 63 37
Officer '72 69 73 49
Male 55 55 29
Femaei ** 54 61 50

a Percent with a six or seven on a seven-point scale ranging from "Not at all
Successful" to "Extremely Successful.'

b Percent giving either a six or seven on a seven-point scale that was coded from
Extremely Badly" to "Extremely Well"

As seen iri Table 16, a similar proportion of soldiei., across family patte.rn
types repor•ed high levels of coping with work and family responsibifities, ranging from
a low of 56 percni To a high of 65 percent acr••oss 0h- iwyo measures. While a similar
propo-tion of married soldiers across family paiterr', types also reported that their.
farmlv ha d Adjusted well to the dmimds br. b~ng .•m Army family (ranging from 54
percent to 58 percent), oniy about two-fifths (41%) of ';ingle parents reported high
ainlvadjustment to AriyN d.mands.
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When the data were analyzed by gender, the most striking trend was the
differences between male and female single parents (see Figure 9). A greater
proportion of female single parents than male single parents reported high coping with
work responsibilities (67% and 56%, respectively), high coping with family
responsibilities (66% and 49%, respectively), and, especially, high family adjustment
to Army demands (50% and 29%, respectively). Proportional differences in the coping
and adjustments of married male and female soldiers were not significant.
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When coping and adjustment were examined by the rank/pay grade of the
soldier, several significant patterns also emerged. Not surprisingly, as compared to
their moxe senior counterparts, a lower proportion of junior enlisted rnarred personnel
in each of the thoec marriage patterns reported high levels of coping with work or
family adjustments to the Army, Married officers were most likely to report high
levels of family adjustment to Army demands, while both officers and mid to senior0
enlisted peisopnel reported higher levels of coping with work demands. In ternms of
coping well with family responsibilitie.;, with one exception, the rank/pay grade of the
s;oldier did not aplxpar to impact significantly on their owxn personal )evel of coping: a
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lower proportion of officers in dual military marriages reported high coping with family
responsibilities than their enlisted counterparts.

On most of the measures of coping and adjustment, soldiers in the mid-to-
senior enlisted grades reported relatively high levels of adaptation. This was less
likely to be the case, howe ier, of single parents in these pay grades, especially in the
proportion of single parents who reported high adjustment to Army demands (see
Figure 10).

Overall, it appears that there are more similarities than differences in family
adjustments &,' married soldiers, irrespective of their family pattern, including civilian
wife, civilim .usband, and dual military marriages. In these marriages, r.,ale and
female soldiers were adapting similarly, while junior enlisted soldiers reported
somewhat lower levels of coping with work responsibilities and family adjustments to
Army demands. Among single parents, however, male soldiers were proportionately
less likely to report high levels of family adaptation. Single parent soldiers in the mid
to senior enlisted grades, the majority of whom are males, were also less likely to
report high levels of work and family coping and adjustment in comparison to their
married counterparts.
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In recent interviews with married soldiers about the qualities thae best
distinguish couples most able to cope with the demands of Army life, the terms
"teamwork" and "mutual support" came up frequently (Styles, Janofsky, Blankinship,
& Bishop, 1988). Consequently, it is not surprising that both high Army-family fit and
spouse support of the soldier being in the Army are considered important components
of family adaptation among married soldiers.

The level of Army-family fit was determined by the sum of three items that
captured the level of teamwork between the soldier and spouse in meeting the
demands of Army life (e~g., "my spouse and I consider ourselves to be a team working
for Army goals," "my spouse does a great deal to further my career"). Each item was
evaluated by soldiers on a five-point response continuum from "Strongly Disagree" to
"Strongly Agree." Soldiers who scored in the upper half of the scale for the total
sample of married soldiers were corsidered to evidence high Army-family rt. Spouse
support was measured by a single item that asked soldiers to evaluate the level of
support that they received from their spouses for being in the Army. Soldiers who
rated their spouses as "Very Supportive" are presented i. Table 17.

Table 17

Army-Family Fit and Spouse Support for Married Soldiers by 'ainily Pattern

SnielyPttrn

Variables Civilian Civilian Dual
S____________Wife Husband Milita•Z

High Army-Family Fita 48 40 67

Junior Enlisted 33 32 53
Mid/Senior Enlisted 52 40 78
Officer 59 55 75

Male 48 ** 71
Female ** 40 63

Very Su• ortive Spouseb 45 49 57

Junior Enlisted 32 43 46
Mid/Senior Enlisted 50 45 63
Officer 56 67 63

Male 45 **5
Female frm 49 56

a3rJ and 4th ouartiles. Coded from bad to good fit between frnihes and Army.
h Percent giving a five on a five-point sc-Ae ranging fiom "Very Unsupportive' to "Very
Supportiv.
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As the data in Table 17 indicate, a greater proportion 'soldiers in dual rmilitary
marriages than those married to either civilian wives or ci.vihan husbands reported
high Army-family fit and very supportive spouses. Moreover, these propo.,Tional
differences among family pattcrn types remained consistent when analyzed sepvartely
for mAe and female soldiers.

When the data were further examined by the pay grade of the manried soldier,
additional information was provided. First of all, a comparatively high proportion of
officers in civilian spouse marriages and both mid and senior enlisted soldiers and
officers in dual military marriages reported high Army-family fit and spouse support.
In contrast, a lowtr proportion of ;uiior-eniisted soldiers reported spouse support and
high Arny-family fit across family pattern types, but especially in civilian wife
marriages, These findings suggest that being married to another service member may
i:nckease perceptions of spouse support as well as promote high levels of Army-family
+it (see Figure 11). T-his war especially true among cnisted soldiers.
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COINCL SIONS AND) DIS'C'USSION

Based on the Army Family Research Program, this report providei the ficst
major comparative review of the stresses, stiengths, and adaptaticiis of solditers living
in different patterns of family relationsnips. The research pvwNides a unique
examination of soldiers who are in civilian-wife, cirl~v-ubndual '1litary. and,
single parent hoii~qeholds. The date -eviewed in this refyar indicate that the
boundaries betwcc~n these relationship patieras are quite- fluid with soldiers'
noteitia~l y moving fran- one family pattern to another over the course of their soldier
careers. The- traditionaý civilian-wtife msx4i~age, whije still -in th majority, is
increasingly comriemented by othA'; family pai~ems that are either elected by scidiers
or the result of unpl" nned changes in their- perso.,al or work shiitatiorS,

The cvmrple..,ty of fari!!y life: .,-day, boilb within the. military and outs' ýe, is
increamipgly beig recongni., t0,) the nk..rm, rather ~~nthe exception. The farnly
pa' terns discuss, J in thi6 rejport are A,-~'ri as Porm, A part of the fabric o,' the
personnel who mnake up the military serdices today. Therefore, i; is important f cc!
Army policywakers, leiders, and service providers 1r) understand these relational
patterns and their potantial effects on so,-Idhers and Their ad~aptation ýo the Army and
its cO.emaris-

MitJor Findings

Armynyiamniv pttuerns can bc dist.'ngu.'shed by umLdI4ying dem' gralphic
differences. The d'ita suggest that dif~ei~enc-s in levels of stress anI adaptation
among so~wers from difi'erent fantily patterns may be. tied to the distitnc.ti. Dert: nal,
farifly, and viort charactcristics of these houstholids rather than t . patterns per
se. For r-Aample, soldiers irk dub! Gfiiitary marripages and civilian -hu ~band mary-ages
icud tc be: younger and less L-kely to b'avot childmri than ttheir counte rpartF who e
married to civiihýan wives. More Lhan one-half'of ftemale scldie-rs in dLaal miliitary
tnanrjagct, and hi~ single parent households we.re in the junior enlisted ranks, and a
comparatively large-r proportion of sing~e parent inales repciite.d- a(ýIf) as their
highest level of edkwatilon. Failure to tiind'estand thesce and other diffferences cavi: rsult
in work arid fan-ily outcomes Weng associated with a fanifly patiTern when th(.y -ire
more likely to t,,e tied to tiaderlying de~nographic d ~fterenc:cs.

Relotively few .iifferences exist in the disr,;I~wfions t.of family patterns across
the Army. All foiur family patterns aiv- equally disn'i'uted in BOJNLS, Eui-ope, and
othce Of' DNIJS locations. Thetv are very fecw differences in distri ',itions of these
family patterns across major commands in the :-..mry.. wivh thle exceJ:ion7 of the Health
Services Conxmand, which tends to hiave a higher propoiion of sr)!, ers f-oni civilian-
husband marriages. The only major differences occur in the iy'pe, of' unitv to which tht
soldiers ini these family patterns are. assigne~d. A higlhe;' pro,~urtict-i of kldiers in
civifiar.-wife marniages were as,,ig,.`X tc. cotvbat units, pirorlycaus,. al) of G'k~
Soldiers are r~.~ vvhilk the- othct paacrmn are either all fen~ale (c(l,.-;'die r
boe-th Piale and 4emrale. Given nMstIrctio~os on womený! in Cob 11 h4 11e p.-'rportion of
fernalc~s a~t- assiignv U to dutl it, c intoat s~ipport ,ervice an'. f.1 ~u
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Each family pattern .,pe is dominated by young families. Foony percent or
more of civilian husband, dua! military, and single parent families are in the junie"
eniisted pay grades. Of those with children, the majority of soldiers in each family
pattern type had at least o.ic child of pre-school age or younger. Furthermore, !0% of
married female soldiers and 8% of the spouses of male soldiers were pregnant at the
time of the survey.

Nearly one-fifth cf civilian wife marriages ineclude a foreign-born spouse.
Given the high proportion of single male soldiers who aye statiorned o,,erseas, it is not
surprising that a number of soliders manry women who are born outside the U.S. to
non-U.S. citizen parents. Although fewer than ten percent o" male officers are married
to foreign-born wives, these marriages are more common in the enlisted ranks: nearly
one-quarter of male soldiers in the pay grade/rank Senior Enlisted are married to
foreign-born wives. Orly seven percent of female soldiers with civilian husbands
described thei- spouses as foreign born.

A relatively high proportion oJ unemployed and dscouraged workers exist
among the civilian wives and the civilian husbands of soldiers. Although eithcr fui]-
time or part-time employment was the modal pattern for both --ivilian wives vnd
civilian husbands, 17% of civilian wives and 15% of civilian husbands were
unemployed and looking f3r a job. Another 13% of civilian wives and 9% of civilian
husbands were unemployed and wanted to work but were not actively seeking
employment. These findings suggest that unemployment is a "civilian spouse" isie
and is not just a problem faced by civilian wives. It is likely that these findings he'lp
explain why more than one-third of both male and fein-ae soldiers married to civilian
spouses experienced at least one month over the past twelve months where they
lacked money to pay their bills.

Over one halfof single parent soldiers are involved in partner relations'hips,.
Just as it has beert shown in recent research that single, unmarried soldiers without
dependnits are of.ten involved in relationships with boyfriends and girlfriends
(Orthner, Bowen, Zimmerman, & Short, 1992), single parents in the Army are also
quite commonly involved in relational attachmenms. In fact, a higher proportion of
single parents than single soidie,'s were involved in partner relationships. Most of
these relationships are with other soldiers or former military members.

There are no major differences in level of stress or personal and family
adaptation among soldieý-s from the three marriage patterns reviewed. Even though
multiple indicators of personal, family and work stress were reviewed, no significant
differences were fouand across family patterns. The same was true for the nwj-
indicatorF of adaptive Tesources and adaptation outcomes across these patterns.
Differences foound were primarily attributed to the rank/pay grade of the soJier and, in
some cases, to the gender of the soldier. Overall, soldiers from the junior -,nlisted
grades were more likely to report stress and have fewer successful adzptadon
outcomes,

Irrespective oqfinmniy pattern type, a hi;h p .roportion o0 junior erisied soldiers
experience financial haat4hip. ,lthough the findirgs stuggest that "mo;tey preblems"
-ire not only restricted io junior enflisted soldiers, a higher proportion of junior enlisted
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soldiers than their more senior counterparts across family pattern types report that
they had experienced at least one month over tie past twelve months where they
have lacked money to pay their bills. These percentages ranged from a low of 38
percent of junior enlisted soldiers in dual military marriages to a high of 62 percent of
junior enlisted soidiers in single parent households.

Male single parents experience significantly more probeems with job and
family stresses and family adaptation than female single parents. On many of the
measures of stress and adaptation, single parents appear to have more problems than
married soldiers. Upon further analysis, however, it was found that these differences
r-an be largely attributed to male single parents who consistently report mole
difficulties than single parent females in nianaging their per-onal and family lives. In
contrast, female single parents tend to feel very good about themselves, the Army,
their supervisors aaid leaders, and their relaitionships with their children. On most
indicators, their responsos were very similar to married soldiers.

Levels of Army-family fit are highest among dual military marriages. These
marriages appear to have the greatest level of coherence in their values about the
Army and Army tamilies. In many ways they represent a prototype of the
"Organization Family" (Bowen and Orthner, 1989) for whom organization and family
values are much more inextricably linked. Since both maritial partners are in the
Army, they are more likely to understand one another's needs as well as those of the
ruiJitary system. This cerves as a basis for their connections to one another as well
as to their service obligations.

Connections to social and community support systems are not significantly
different among families with different patterns of relationships. None of the family
pattern types per se differs significantly in the support that they receive from informal
social support networks or from Army agencies and unit leaders. On these measures
of support, however, single parent male soldiers are significantly less likely to feel
connected than either their female single parent counterparts or married male soldiers.
This pattern of lower ievey s of social and community supporv among single parent men
may be a major facto:- in their higher levels of personal and family stress and !ower
levels of family adjustment to Army demands.

Recom•nendations for Service Providers

Relationship s up port program, are needed ,by Atmy families in all family
pattern types. Aithough a similar proportion of soldiers within family pattern types
report high adjustment acros;s most dependent indicators, a relatively large minority
(one-fourtb to one-third) arm experiencing difficutty in their relationships with their
partners and/or with their children. These families are experiencing relatively high
levels of stress and may find it difficult to keep that stress from influencing their work.
i-cograms te strengthen relationships are needed in addition to programs that respond
to families that are already in crisis.,

Fat,-i(y support services should tarsgejunior enzistedftamilies. These families
are thc mno-a distre-ised and the least connected to informal and formal systems.
Many of their problems may be tied to relativeiy serious financial difficulties. To be
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effective, agencies must reach )ut to these families rather than waiting for them to
come in for help.

Services for families with young chidren need to expand. Army families are
young and often nave very young children. Therefore, these families would benefit not
only from child care, but also from parent education, parental support groups, and
marriage enrichment for young families. These are the families that are most likely to
be experiencing family and work problems, and without support, they can become the
seeds for movement into single parenthood.

Social support groups are needed fbr single parent men. A higher proportion of
single parent men than single parent women are socially isolated. They are also more
likely than their female counterparts to have older children and to be in higher
ranks/pay grades. This makes them vulnerable to personal and social isolation and to
high levels of distress. Support groups that are targeted to these men can help
alleviate this isolation and stress, especially if the support is delivered in a safe and
non-threatening social environment.

Servicev to enhance the employment opportunities of civilian spouses continue
to be needed. 'The serious financial problems of many young Army families require
that spouses often seek and gain employment. Relative high numbers of civilian
spouses are currently seeking employment, and continued assistance is needed. In
addition, the employment needs of civilian husbands should not be ignored. A
relatively high proportion of these men also desire employment, but their needs are
less likely to be understood or met by traditional spouse employment programs
targeted to women.

Family planning services should be directed to young single soldiers, especially
single parents. Of the 6% of female single parents who were pregnant, all were in the
junior enlisted grades. These young women may benefit from family planning
assistance that is often available from medical providers on post and, in CONUS, in
local civilian public health clinics.

Efforts to develop family support groups should be expanded. These suppo,
groups are not only needed during major deployments or field exercises, but also -s a
means of building informal social networks to help manage day to day needs and
concerns. Formal services should seek to augment and facilitate the development of
informal support networks.

Recommendations for Education and Training

Include in basic leaders' courses a curriculum on the diversity of family
patterns in the Army. Leadership should be prepared to recognize that Army families
today are just as diverse as civilian families. Leaders need to learn to positively
influerce soldiers to make their family relationships constructive while still
maintaining soldier commitment to and performance in the Army. The results of this
aiaiysis clearly suggest that stereotypes about soldiers based on their family pattern
types are unjustified and fail to capture the demographic and outcome diversity within
each family pattern type.
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Include in command and NCO training a component on building relationships
between families in Army units. Persons who direct soldiers should be aware of the
importance of cohesion in the init as well as cohesion among the families that support
the soldiers in the unit. Strengthening relationships between families should provide
increased understanding of unit demands and increased support for the stresses
associated with Army life. This helps to facilitate stronger families and better
performing soldiers.

Provide training on soldiering and fathering in the schools for services
providers, including chaplains, Army community service providers, social workers,
MWR personnel, and other relevant providers. These persons should be
professionally prepared to assist men in reconciling their work and family demands
and responsibilities. Single parent fathers, in particular, may have problems managing
these demands and responsibilities.

Recommendations for Commanders and Supervisors

Draw on local resources to strengthen and educate unit families. A growing
number of agencies and organizations, both on and off post, are developing
competence in addressing the needs of families. These agencies should be reviewed,
their capabilities understood and their resources accessed in order to support families.
Encouraging these connections early can strengthen families before they develop
problems and help to maintain unit morale, soldier commitments, and high levels of
performance.

Addresses the special needs of young soldiers with young children. These
families, whatever their pattern, are the most vulnerable to personal and relational
distress. Their needs for support may not be readily apparent and, since many of them
are living off post, the spouses and children may not be as involved in unit family
events or activities. Reaching out to them before they have serious problems may
prevent problems from becoming irreconcilable.

Recognize the potential for stress among single parents in the unit. While it is
important to be fair and equitable to all soldiers in the unit, single parents may be
somewhat more vulnerable to stress than soldiers in other family pattern types. They
have no adult backup in the home, and they may be less connected to other family
support networks. Most vulnerable are single parent males who may be not only less
visible than female single parents, but also less willing to express their needs as
openly to leaders and supervisors.

Provide advance information to families on unit-related demands and work
responsibilities. Family stress is often related to lack of predictability or preparation
for changes. With the majority of spouses now employed or seeking employment and
family obligations increasingly complicated, preparing soldiers and their families for
unusual obligations is increasingly critical to family adaptation aid adiustment. It is
no longer appropriate to assume that Army famiiies include unemployed civilian
spouses who are at home taking care of everything with the resources needed to make
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it on their own. Families increasingly need support, and unit leaders must be

sensitive to their needs.

Recommendations for Manpower Personnel

Monitor family patterns carefully in order to track their chariges in composition
within theforce. While it is recognized that Army leaders have given significantly
more attention to monitoring personnel and family patterns over the last decade, the
data in this report indicate that more fine tracking is required in order to clearly
understand what is happening to Army families and their needs. It is particula:'ly
important to monitor family patterns separately by gender of the soldier since there
a;'e significant differences in civilian wife and civilian husband marriages and in single
parent male and female families. It is also important to monitor famnily patterns by
rank/pay grade of the soldiers since the distribution of these fami"es may vary
according to rank/pay grade.

Assess programs and policies for soldiers for their impact across family life
patterns. Family patterns have become increasingly comrplex over the last several
years. This was quite evident during the recent deployments to Desert Snield/Storm.
Family policies should be carefully reviewed for their potential differential impact on
soldiers in each of the four family patterns re, viewed. Since supportive Army policies
are very important to spouses and family support is very important to soldiers
(Bowen, 1989a; Bowen and Neenan, 1989), policies that are supportive to soldiers
across family pattern types can help to improve family support for the soldier and the
mission of the Army.

Conduct more extensive research on the special needs of families in each
family pattern. The demographic and attitudinal information included in this report
should be supplemented by intensive interviews with representive families from
across the Army. The current research has only begun to address many of the
questions that military service providers, policymakers and planners need to ask in
order to prepare soldiers to perforrn at their best in support of the mission. Questions
about family patterns should continue to be asked in major Army surveys. Special
investigations of these relationships should also be supported. Serious cons.deration
should be given to longitudinal studies of families in order to better understand the
changes that families make over time in response to personal, family and work related
circumstances. Longer term life, course analyses will be critical mo understanding
Aimy family changes and to implementing more effective policies and practices to
support Army families and increase family adaptation to the demands of living and
serving in the armed forces.
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APPENDIX A

Methods

The data used in this report were collected under contract with the Army
Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences (ARI) as part of the Army
Family Research Program (AFRP). Data specific to this report came from the 1989
Army Soldier Survey. This survey contained 449 items on Army attitudes and values;
attitudes towards work, the unit, and performance; the use of Army support programs
and services; retention and career plans; and personal and family relationships.

The multi-stage sampling technique used for this study enabled proportional
representation of Army installation units and of individuals from those units. The
probability samples of units and soldiers allow for unbiased estimates of soldier,
spouse, and family characteristics, as well as Army :init attributes.

The AFRP sampling design included a multi-stage cluster sampling with 3
stages. The first stage consisted of a probability sacmpling of posts, installations and
sites related to geographic regions. The second stage consisted of units within the
chosen installations. The probability sample for units was based on unit function with
an oversampling of deployable units. The third stage sampling was that of soldiers
and spouses of soldiers. The stratification for this group was by pay grade group, sex,
and marital status, with an oversampling of officers, married personnel, and females.
A random sample of 3oldiers within the selected units completed the sample. A
soldier was eligible if he/she was on active duty and assigned to an eligible unit during
sample selection from February, 1989 to March, 1989 and was still assigned during
data collection from February, 1989 to October, 1989. Included were soldiers in
pay/grades PVT through COL who were not AWOL, hospitalized, incarcerated, or
detached from their units during data collection. A total of 11,035 soldiers completed
the soldier survey.

The subjects for this report included 7,524 married and single parent soldiers.
Warrant officers, spouses of warrant officers, and single soldiers without childmen
were excluded from this study. Of the 7,524 soldiers, 6,563 were male and 961 were
female. The civilian-wife marriages included 6,051 male soldiers and 2,728 of their
wives. The civilian-husband marriages included 317 female soldiers and 95 of their
husbands. The dual military marriages included 918 soldiers who were married to
other military personnel at th, time of the survey. The 238 single parents were never
married, divorced, legally eparated, or widowed soldiers with dependent children
living in their househoids. Further demographic information about the sample is
discussed in the report.
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Data Co fllrti

The data from soldiers were collected by trained personnel on site at the
installations where the soldiers were located. Group administration procedures were
used in most cases to collect data. For those who could not attend group sessions,
special written instructions were used, and survey instruments were returned in
confidential packaging. Data collection was performed between February and
December of 1989.

A number of measured scales were used in this report. The scales have been
grouped into three subsections, Stressors, Adaptive Resources, and Family
Adaptation, to coincide with subheadings in the report. All scales have been recoded
to reflect quartile scores of the total population to allow descriptions of the data in
more workable groupings. The quartiles were coded according to full population
scores in oider to retain stam dardization between this report and other AFRP reports
using these scales.

The scales are made up of items derived from the self-administered soldier
survey. The scales represented the perspectives of the soldiers. Scale values were
recoded to indicate higher val. es as more favorable to the Army.

Three scales were included in the analysis of work stressors. Work
predictability was a six- item cale ranging from 6 to 30, with a mean of 20.38, a
standard deviation of 4 75 and an alpha coefficient of 0.76. The Work Stress scale
consisted of three item, ranging from 3 to 18, with a mean of 10.76i, a standard
deviation of 348, ,id aai all~aa coefficient of 0.68. Army - Family Interference was a
scale consisting oi ,oui items ranging from 4 to 20, with a mean of 13.85, ý standard
deviation of 4.05 -, id i,: alpha coefficient of 0.84.

Psychological adaptive resources were measured by two scalbs: :';elf-Esletem
and Locus of Cortrol. Self-Esteem was a three-item scale ranging from 3 to 18, with a
mean of 12.7, a s;andard deviation of 2.83, and an alpha coefficient of 0.62. The Locus
of Ccntrol scalb was a five item scal- ranging from 5 to 25, with a mt,. of 1741, a
stardard deviation of 3.36, and an aij ha coefficient of 0.69.

Marrhige and family adaptive resources were. assessed in part by three scales.
'he Marital Separation Risk scale was made-k up of four items ranging from 4 to 8 with

a mean of 4. a standard deviation of .,14, and an alpha coefficient of 0.78. T'he
ý`amily Cohenrnce and Strengti scale included tiree items ranging from 3 to 21 with a
mean of 11,53, v standard deviation of 2.97, and atp alpha coefficient of 0.78. Parenth-
Child Satisfa& tion had four items, ranging from 4 to 20, with a mean of 12.82, a
standar'1 deviation of 3.77, and an alpha coefficient of 0.88.
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Social and community resources were assessed by four scales: Social Support
Availability, Community Support Network, Community Satisfaction, and Army Family
Community. Social Support Availability was made up of six items, ranging from 6 to
18 with a meai of 13.37, a standard deviation of 3.39, and an alpha coefficient of 0.89.
The Community Support Network scale consisted of six items ranging from 6 to 30,
with a mean of 20.09, a standard deviation of 4.67, and an alpha coefficient of 0.74.
Community Satisfaction was made up of six items, ranging from 5 to 25, with a mean
of 16.82, a standard deviation of 3.39, and an alpha coefficient of 0.77. The Army-
Civilian Community Comparison also was made up of six iteras ranging from 5 to 25,
with a mean of 12.66, a standard deviation of 3.35, and an alpha coefficient of 0.79.

Four scales were used to measurt. Army adaptive resources. The Army Policy
Support scale was made up of eight items ranging from 8 to 40, with a mean of 25.37, a
standard deviation of 4.13, and an alpha coefficient of 0.79. Leader Support for
Families was a three-item scale ranging from 3 to 15, with a mean of 11.08, a standard
deviation of 2.30 and an alpha coefficient of 0.75. Unit Supervisor Family Support
Scale consisted of four items ranging from 4 to 20, with a mean of 14.47, a standard
deviation of 3.81, and an a!pha coefficient of 0.87. The final scale, Unit Leader Family
Support, was made up of three items ranging from 3 to 15, with a mean of 9.13, a
standard deviation of 2.85, and an alpha coefficient of 0.8.

Family adaptation was assessed by a single scale. Army Family Fit was a
scale consisting of three items, ranging from 3 to 15 with a mean of 10.33, a standard
deviation of 2.63, and an alpha coefficient of 0.77.
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APPENDIX B

A Note on Interpreting Samp!e Statistics

Table B-1 contains both standard error estimates for interpreting proportions from
single sample groups of different sizes and standard error estimates of the difference betweten
proportions involving two independent groups of given sample sizes. Both estimates assume
a "worst case" scenario of maximum variability (p = .5; q = .5). In addition, formulas for
calculating standard error estimates are adjusted for design effects from the multi-level
sampling design to be more conservative (Design Effect = 1.25).

Table B-i provides helpful guidelines for making inferences to the population from the
results of the analysis. For example, if 47 percent of single parents (n - 238) report high
'work demands, the standard error estimate for a sample of 250 respondent assuming
maximum variability is .0283 (see Table B-i). A 95% confidence interval for the population
proportion would be constructed symmetrically around the sample proportion by using the
approximate critical v.lue (2 for a 95% confidence interval) and the estimated standard error
from Table B-1: C195 = 47% +/- (2) (.0283). Thus, it can t-e concluded with 95 percent
confidence that the true population proportion lies in the interval from approximately 41 to 53
percent.

As i further example, if 55 percent of soldiers in dual military marriages (n = 918)
report high work demands, and a confidence interval is sought around this eight percent
proportional difference between single parent soldiers and soldiers in dual military marriages,
according to Table B-1, it is apparent that the standard error of the difference between
independent proportions from sample groups of 1000 and 250 is .0316. A 95% confidence
interval for the proportional difference between the two population groups would be
constructed symmetrically around the estimated proportional diff.-rence by using the
approximate critical value (2 for a 95% confidence interval) and the estimated standard error
of the difference from Table B-l: C195 = 8% +/- (2) (.0316). In this example, it can be
concluded with 95 percent confidence that the true difference in the proportion of single parent
soldiers who report high work demands and the propoition of dual military soldiers who
reported high work demands lies in the interval from approximately 2 percent to 14 percent.
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Table B- I
Standard Error Guidelines

Minima!
Grou . .2 Proportional
N Value, (SE aW Difference

1000 0.0141 1000 0.014' 0.0200 .04
500 0.020C, 0.024.5 .05
250 0,0283 0.0316 .06
125 0.0400 0,0424 .08
100 0.0447 0.0469 .09
75 0.0516 0.0535 .11
50 0.0632 0.0648 .13
30 0,0816 0.0829 ,17

500 0.0200 500 0.0200 0.0283 .06
250 0.0283 0.0346 .07
125 0,0100 ).0447 .09
100 0.0447 0.0490 .10
75 0.0516 0.0554 .11
50 0.0632 " ".' 63 .13
30 0.0816 0.041 .17

250 0.0283 250 0.0283 0.0400 .08
125 0.0400 0.0490 .10
100 0.0447 0.0529 .11
75 0.051 6 0,058) .12
50 0.0632 0.0693 .14
30 0.0816 0.0864 .17

125 0.0400 12., 0.1a00 0.0566 .11
1WO) 0.9447 00600 .12
75 0.05 16, 0.0653 .13
50 0.0632 0.0748 .15
30 0.0816 O.N090 .18

100 0.0447 100 0.0447 0.,0632 . i S
75 0.0516 0.0683 .14
50 0.0632 0.07115 16
,30 00316 0.0931 .19

75 0.0516 75 0.(0516 0.0"30 .15
50 0.632 0,086 .16
30 0.0,SO6 0,M66 .19

50 0.0632 50 0.05r.2 0R 084
30 0.0816 0 .10,33:3

30 0.0816 30 O.Mff6 O, i 155 123

I o determine if a diffetnCe of,- 8 fxrcent is diffe.rent e•zough to rejeit tb: u1-1
hypothesis that the diference betwee, the proportion esai-mateE frown týe zwo popxaations is
eq!ial to zel-, it is nece.;ary to compute a test sta'tisc, z. 1 e 1 es : statistic 1 catc lated by
coiptiting thel difference bNtweee the two proportions and divjidilg !htv result (,080) by the
vstimated stadard error of the dtifference (.03 i6), Since the cý,-cu~ated value, of the test
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ftatistc (z = 2.53) exceeds the critical 'value (Zcv = 156), it is concluded that there is a
significant diff reuce in the proportion of single parent soldiers and dual itwrY soldidrs who
report high work demands.

As a general rule, proportional differences be-ý ween groups of less thau U') percent are
interpreted cautiously. The reader should consult Tivole B-I for the minima! proportional
difference between two sample groups of given siz,•s to reject the null hy•othesis that the
difference between fhe two proportions is zero. It should be remembered that the fig;res in
Table B-1 reflect a, "worst case" sciario; some fexibility in interpretation is warranted.
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